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' ’ Abstract
Dy N
P The purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of Air
& : . . .
I Force Systems Command contracting officers relative to year-end spending
! practices, current policies, and changes needed in order to minimize
™ waste and/or the perception of waste given that year-end spending is not
B necessarily wasteful.
L Four research questions were addressed. These were: 1) Do
; contracting officials agree with the causes of year-end spending
< . . .
- identified in previous research and which of these is considered to be
2 the most significant factor?  (2) Do policies which implement earlier
jy (e.g., third quarter of the fiscal vear) deadlines decrease the
v potential for waste? (3) Are there other methods or policies which
~ would provide better incentives for managers and contracting officials
9
"
o to minimize the unnecessary use of available government funds?
i
b
b ~(4) Would additional training of Air [Force fund managers and
A contracting officers be beneficial in reducing the possibility of waste,
o
- and, if so, what areas should that trainiang cover?
. In general, most contracting otficers did agree ~ith the :auses
& oreviously ldentitied and considered che need to oblisats heisre
- expiration of funds as the most significant. Additional causes,
.
' including the complexity of the procurement environment, followed
- closely in the order of importance. Over 50 percent of those responding
> , L
» indicated that current policies do not reduce the potential waste. The
Cal
’
<’

"typical” Air Force Systems Command contracting officer also feels that

there is some pressure to obligate funds for low prioity items. The

vii




most significant cause of waste was the requirement to hurry
negotiations before the end of the fiscal year.

With respect to potential policy improvements and additional
training, most felt that additional incentives are necessary to minimize
the use of funds and that additional training would be beneficial. For
program managers this training should emphasize contracting procedures
and schedules. Contracting officers desired additional training in the

financial area and bettzr knowleduye of current vear-end policies.
= A

-~
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YEAR-END SPENDING: AN ANALYSIS OF THE CONTRACTING OFFICER'S PERSPECTIVE
Ly
b
b
- I. INTRODUCTION
¢
N Background
N
> Year-end obligation of funds or spending, as it is commonly known,
-
> is a continuing concern to Congress and the taxpayer for the potential
y. waste that may occur. "Congressional investigations and feneral
:: Accounting Office (GAO) reports have determined that a number of Foderal
‘:\
f: agencies, including the Department of Defense (DOD), have ennaued 10 3
;f spending practice which potentially wastes millions of tax dollars
o
.
N annually" (4:1). This waste potential is reported back to the taxpaver,
-
" According to Reader's Digest, "Tt happens every August and September
- . + . all across America federal bureaucrats hurry to spend every last
~ dollar of their budgets" (6:13).
oY
g
- Media reports written from this perspective appear to be tvpical,
Industry Week reported in August 1985 that:
David A. Stockman . . . urged Cabinet secretaries, agencvy
chiefs, and federal Inspectors General to 'give personal
attention to preventing wasteful vear-end spending bv those
who would oblignte funds simply so that +thev vill aos b
. reported as unobligated at rthe end of rhe fiscal vear.'
o Presumably, OMB has detected problems in the past with
. extravagant bureaucratic spending in the final three months of
by the governments accounting year . . . or Mr. Stockman would
} not have sent his memo. (7:21)
. Such year-end spending patterns appear to he Yar (o new and fuve
> continued to be resistant to change.
I‘:
o The potential problems ot vear-end spending surve were
first officially recognized by the Director of the Burean of
& the Budgzet, now OMB [Office of Manapement and dudoor ], a0 g
" 1921 memorandum to the heads of “uoconrive phepeiog, Tha
N ,
“~ i
‘vl
~
NI RN NI SN AL,




Director expressed strong concerns about the effects of such a
spending practice and urged that it be eliminated. Since that
time, Presidents, Budget Directors and Congresses have
attempted to control and/or eliminate year-end spending in the
Federal Government. (4:6)
Such continuing public and high level interest within the government
make it imperative that managers and procurement officials fully

understand the implications of year-end spending.

Research Objectives

Previous studies have examined year-end spending, the potential for
waste and the reforms being made which attempt to control it. In order
to follow up this research and evaluate the effectiveness of policy
reforms and their implications for future managers, this research

examined its causes, potential impacts, and areas which may be improved.

More specifically, the research examined contracting officer
perspectives on the following investigative questions:

1. Do contracting officials agree with the causes identified
in previous research and which of these is considered to be the
most significant factor?

2. Do policies which implement earlier (e.g., third quarter of
the fiscal vear) deadlines decrease the potential for waste?

3. Are there other nethods or nolicios whizh wonll ~poviie
better incentives for managers and contracting officials to
minimize the unnecessary use ot available government funds?

4, Would additional training of Air Force fund managers and

contracting officers be beneficial in reducing the possibility
of waste, and, if so, what areas should that training cover?

Scope of Research

This research was limited to an examinaticn of aviailable literature

and an analysis of Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) contracting




-
» -

officer's views. This limitation was necessary since the survey had to

(L Y

be tailored to account for the peculiar mission of AFSC in procuring

vf future Air Force weapon systems. In addition, other Air Force

.l

E officials, including Program Directors and Project Managers who do have
* significant input to the acquisition process, have been excluded since

L

_j they may not legally bind the government on a contractual basis. It is

- the warranted contracting officer who is responsible for the actual

obligation of government funds.
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW A

Possible Causes of Year-end Spending

A thesis written in 1981 by Melda Dyer of the Naval Postgraduate
School identified five possible causes for year-end spending. Those ) 4
cited include: -

First, the most often-mentioned cause was Congressional
control. Annual funding is a form of Congressional control.
Annual funding requires that the manager obligate funds within
the specific fiscal year. At the end of the fiscal year when
A requisitioner is aware of an account balance, the _
requisitioner generally tries to obligate the funds for nceded <
items and services before the funds expire. (3:35)

¢ A st

A second cause of year-end spending . . . is late
appropriations and apportionments. In fiscal year 1982, for
instance, Congress is three months late as of December 1981 in
appropriating funds. After appropriation, a systems command, .
a type commander, or an activity may take several more months
to apportion or allocate funds to requisitioners. Therefore,
the time available for acquisition is decreased . . . in sonme
cases the requisitioner receives annual funds by the fourth b
month of the fiscal year, leaving only eight months for the
procurement planning and award actions which actually require
nine months to complete. (3:36)

s % et

1

A third cause of year-end spending is the withholding of
contingency funds. ‘The people who apportion and are
responsible for funds throughout the chain of command may each
retain an amount for continecencies . . . At the end of the
vear, when the likelihood Ior emergencies is less,
requisitioners obllate expiring funds for needed itaens and
services" (3:37).

ot
RN

BRI &2 LT,

A rourth cause i spending o . . 13 tne oblization Hr
tunds in order to avord a Hud et cut tae ext vear, . Juands
ire not spent, Congress . . . may decrease the budseted amount
in a future year., (3:37)

[
v e 4 4 s
P
2 ‘s ‘e

A fiftn cause of year-end spending is tihe complexity of
DOD procurement, neaning tne woods and services s well s the
guidance. Not only may a complex procurement require quite
some time to accomplish because of approval processes, bhut
tlso during that time the environment mav chance.,  3:37)

A second thesis written ia 1931 by Air Force Tnstitute of

Fechnolooy stadents, Cantain Fures Jarrell and oo ain Dt Taend!
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tends to support Chese as significant causes of year-end spending wnile
organizing causes into thrce main areas. These were budget process
characteristics, procurement process characteristics, and management
practices. (4:17-20)

"The budget review process has created the perception that agencies
which do not obligate all available finds will have future budgets
reduced by an amount which is approximately equal to the amount of
unobligqated funds" (4:17). "The GAO made the following assessment of
budget review practices: 'Under the current practices, agencies run the
risk of having future appropriation requests reduced if larse fund
balances remain unobligated at the end of a prior fiscal year" (4:17).

e . . _ . .

The procurement process itself is complex and must be considered.
According to the cited AFIT thesis:

Characteristics of the procurement process also affect

the year-end spending surce. For example, lengthy procurement

negotiations can result in contract awards at year-end. For

some contracts, the process of negotiating contract terms and

prices may take up to six months or longer. If for any

reason, negotiations for such contracts are delayed or

interrupted, final agreement may occur at the end of the

fiscal year. (&4:13)

danagement practices contributed to the problem as well, "lananers
ware found to be delaying vrocurement decisions either to allow nore
competition bhetween proposed alternatives or to maintain a reserve ov
tunds to meet possible emergencics . . . in some instances, managers

were not aware of the impact of such actions on the procurement process"

(4:16,29),

A 1980 report on "'Hurry-up' Spending'" by the Senate Subcommittee

on bversioont ol coverndent anaeesient caae <iadlac conclusions,

Accoriding to the 2ankine Hinority lember, Senator William UCohen:




Federal program managers and budget personnel are faced
with a Catch-22 situation. They're supposed to spend the
public's money as carefully as possible, but if they plan
effectively, budzet prudently, spend less, and manage to
return tax dollars to the Federal Treasury, they face the
prospect of having their budgets slashed for the next year.
There is simply no incentive for prudent management, no regard
for the saving of tax dollars. The system is commonsense
turned upside down. (11:10)

llarvard Business Review notes that "Democratic and Republican

administrations alike encourage full spending by DOI because hoth
Congress and the administration fear that anything less will create the

impression that more money was appropriated than was needed" {J:u3).

Impacts of Year—-end Spending

The Senate Subcommittee report cited concluded that the waste,
although a small percentage of total procurement money spent, was still
enormous because of unneeded purchases and lack of competition. "The
Subcommittee believes that hurry-up spending is costing the taxpayer at
least two billion dollars each year" (11:7).

Air Force Times commented in tay of 1954 on an unpublished 0.8

report which stated:

Jefense components are not following Pentacon and OR

restrictions on jear—-cend soending., e resort :lees not
identify any misspending, but shows Defense may have wasted
Doney e obrving tyowocond helfore Jands roveortod mo o she

freasury. Contracting officials, under pressure to ¢ill
orders by =eptenber LU, sometimes pent or inored rcules, o
found. For example, a questionably urgent expense for
carpeting was :iven nigh priority and immediately processed
late in the month, the study found. (13:18)

The Air Force Tines article citing rthe OMD report also noted, "une

problem at least partly attributable to time contraints . . . is a drop

in competition: 32 percent of the late-septenber contracts were

cotipebitive, vi. ) aercont tor oche tallovear™ ool

LCa 1 e
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Wy Each of the sources examined indicated that as a result of offices
s

rushing to use funds, a large number of purchase requests had to be

-

>~ processed thereby increasing contracting officer's workload. This

o

- creates an environment where efficiency is likely to be lowered.

2

Mistakes are not made purposefully, but rather are the

< result of work performed hurriedly and with no time remaining
o for reconsideration. At the end of the year there are the

j same guidance, the same number of workers, but more work is to

: be done. In the words of one interviewee, ". . . the funnel

4 does not get bigger." (3:41-42)
':4 Policy Limitations.

f: As a result of Congressional concern, "a recurring general

4 provision in DOD appropriation acts is designed tc discourage heavy

:ﬁ year-end spending by limiting the amount that may be spent in the last
. two months" (2:25). This language states, "Not more than 20 per centum
[\
&

- of the appropriation in this Act which are limited for obligation during
'Ca

- the current fiscal year shall be obligated during the last two months of
>

- the fiscal year" (2:25)

’

In addition to Congressional limitations, the individual agencies,

-FI

i including DOD, have implemented policies which discourage vear-end

:: spending. A January 1686 Office of the Secretary of Defense (05D

W

memorandum to the service secrebrrios stitod:

In order to address this situation, the following
procedures will be observed:

- All . . . expiring funds will be planned for
& obligation not later than the end of the third quarter.

- Contract awards in July or August with expiring funds

. . . . should not occur except as the result of unplanned and
uncontrollable events.

- No contract awards should occur in the last month of
FY [fiscal year] 1986 with expiring funds from mulviple vear
appropriations {funds which can be spent over more than one
year] unless approved by the Comptroller of the Department or
Agency. (8)

P,




This action and the corresponding tighter restrictivns implemented

further down the chain of command ire designed to limit year-—end

spending within the Air Force. "N( AFSC year-end spending policy is:

A1l contracts requiring a DDL279 [contract award press release] and
which are planned for award on 15 September through 30 September using
non-expiring funds, require HQ AFSC/CC approval srior to award"” (9).

This statement of policy is typical at each of the product Jdivisions

within AFSC and provides 2 reminder to contracting and prosran -
management officials annually, .
Improvement Lfforts .
d
It appears that there may have been some inprovement within rthe D0
already. Referring to fourth quarter tunds, Industry Week reported taat -
"In fiscal 1984 . . . DOD speatr just 20 percent of its roral.  omments -
an auditor at the General Accounting Ddlice (GAD)Y . . . the Pentagon
caught so much grief for wasteful yeir end spending in the late 1970s -
and early 1930s that 'they now have it down to a science'"’ (7:22). 4 g
e
september 1985 GAO report srovides Jdata showiag that for fiscal cears .
PunZ throuen D3040 090 Gali var el D0 aerennt 0 20 geccont gl e >
respectively (12:12). N
Miourn the percont b ol lars soear i rae Lisr ocparnor s <
-
dJecreased, there may <till he problems related to sear-end <oenliy, o
since year-ond spending i3 not necessarily wasteful, these staristics N
»
may not provide an aconrare assessaent of o waste potent il Sor sl e, -
' X
s
policies which require spending earlier in the year shorten the already .;
X,
Pindced tine dvor phanata sy el procar caent, aad doy oot e dae s G Ny
A,
lesired waste reduction, !
A
4
e
‘2
>
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: Justification tor Additional Research
Currently avatlable literature provides little information that
]
" would allow evaluation ot nolicies implemented to reduce waste rosaliing
n . . ) S ; .
. from year-end spending. JAlthough statistics are available whizh
. indicate dollar amounts oblivated in each Tiscal period, there is no
. : : N
v, currently available measure of the potential waste and reduction in
..
)I
" vaste Cadt gy lave occurred dae to osolicy chanoese The Titoeratare
reviewed encrally anrees with respect to causes of vear-end soedin
[~ but Jdoes not wldress thelr relanive fnpacts, Alternate nolicies fo 00
d
.
- . . . . . . .
N incentives .and traiaing srogranms) and their notential for raduacing waste
are not discussed,  ITa oaddition, the examination of year-end spenling
v,
- causes by lyer was limited to interviews of 1 small sample of
= contracrin s Coreonnel and e not replect e views of contrattioag
nersonnel on a laraer scale,
4
e
» As stated by Charles Bbowsher, Comptroller General:
X
’
'J . - . . .
A Jur aation Taces mdany tryiny and critical challenoes,
aounting deficits pose sevare threats to our lony teran
' cconoric Gell heins and tareisten to undermiae our aoilits to
o meet the needs of our citizens . . . [t is . . ., imperative
& Lot e vniove toce efticient and ol estive overa ear
. ERIY - N . .
. merations. The need Vor stron leadersnty and iaproveld
~ A e el s ot s Aever een credioer o,
N :
R cidrirona vesearcn oo omd saoubd ove esonpiitsaes o v e
) policios have treated not only the svaptoms of waste har lessen oo
'.; mount of abuse and correspondingly increase the erficiency with which
# Pae tsoasers! Aol lars are spenr,
»
5
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[IT. METHODOLOGY

Justification of Approach

The population of contracting officers within Air Force Systems
Command consists of 543 military and 2307 civilian officers at numerous
locations across the United States. The use of a survey to gather data
sufficient to answer the proposed investigative questions was necessary
in order to gather sufficient data which would be representative and
provide a sufficiently large sample for valid research.

A census of the military contracting officer population within AFSC
product divisions was conducted in order to obtain a sample large enough
to provide high confidence levels. Given the population size, in order
to approach a 95 percent confidence level, 73 percent of the population
would have to respond to the survey. Since initally it was expected
that about 65 percent would reply, a census was the only means to
approach the desired confidence levels. For a 90 percent confidence
level, only 61 are required. In reality, of the 543 surveys mailed to
military contracting officers, 228 were returned allowing estimates of
greater than 90 percent confidence.

A random sample of civilian contracting officers was conducted with
the objective of obtaining 400 valid returns and a minimum of 95 percent
confidence. The process of selecting names for mailing consisted of
several steps. First, using the Social Security Account Number (SSAY)
40 percent of the 2300 officers were selected from the names listed in
the Air Force Civilian Personnel Center database. The randomness was
accomplished by using a random number generator to provide numbers for
the initial selection (0,4,6,7). This initial selection of 923 names
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v was further reduced by eliminating every third name. Thus the final
)
d
' mailing list consisted of 615 names. It was initially estimated that
=
e about 65 percent of surveys mailed would be returned for a final
N
N
~y civilian sample size of 400 returned surveys. Of the 615 surveys mailed
~
‘.
to civilians, 218 were returned and processed. As was the case with the
ﬁ: military returns, the results allow estimates with greater than 90
T percent confidence.
.. Survey Approval
-
<. The survey distrihuted was approved by the Air Force Military
N
:( Personnel Center on 11 June 1987. However, based on direction from
20 Headquarters Air Force Systems Command/MPRE, copies of the survey were
forwarded to 15 different locations for review and coordination with
B local bargaining units before mailing to civilian employees. Approvals
] were received beginning 26 June with the last received on 17 July 1987.
I-'
1 Most units required a minimum of 15 days after receipt for coordination
™ with local bargaining units.
{: Survey Instrument Design
f The survey was designed to answer the specific research questions
cited in Chapter 1. These were:
2 1. Do contracting oftficials agree with the causes
% identified in previous research and which of these is
o~ considered to be the most significant factor?
N 2. Do policies which implement earlier deadlines
increase or decrease the potential for waste?
> 3. Are there other me!hods or policies which would
o provide better incentives for managers and contracting
e officials to minimize the unnecessary use of availahle
o government funds?
) 4. Would additional training of Air Force fund managers
be beneficial in reducing the possibility of waste, and, if
e so, what areas should that training cover?
v
’
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In order to answer these questions and allow analysis by
demographic characteristic, a five section survey was developed which
) solicited demographic data first and then requested data related to the
four research questions. These sections are explained further below.
The actual survey mailed is included as Appendix A.

Qualification of Responding Individuvals Detailed demographic data

were required for this research in order to examine variations in
perspective relative to contracting officer background. The initial
questions in the survey allowed detailed categorization of contracting
officer demographics. These included: primary AFSC or job series; rank
and grade; years contracting experience; assigned organization; type of
funds appropriation; and whether or not individuals are warranted
contracting officers (as opposed to buvers or negotiators and staff or
other title).

Causes of Year-end Spending Previous research cited in Chapter II

indicated that there were five causes of year-end spending. This -
section of the survey was designed to verify the causes of year-end

spending and allow prioritization of these causes., Additionally, an

open-ended question allowed respondents to suapest additional causes and -
]
sugzest where they might be ranked in conjunction with the causes »
previously noted.
Perceived Benefits and Problems of Policy Restrictions This area ;
of the questionaire was first structured to allow evaluation of the
contracting officer's perspective of year-end actions, including whether
or not there are any significant problems. Additionallv, the effect of 8
]
current policy restrictions as they apply to the individual's '
»
orzanization as well as determination of the awareness of such policies N
N
N \
12 N
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was considered. Areas investigated included the following questions.
Have restrictions which limit the amount of obligations in the last
fiscal quarter been successful in the reduction of potential waste? Do
the individuals perceive that the problems related to year-end spending
are now encountered in the preceding quarter or has the obligation of
funds and the associated workload been leveled to the point where no
problem is perceived to exist? Does the large peak still occur in
workload and/or spending at year-end? Has the policy encouraged cr
discouraged competition for contracts?

Potential for Improvement and Waste Prevention  The next section

of the survey was desigred to provide the data necessary to determine
the overall judgement of the contracting officer with respect to the
need for additional waste prevention policies. Additionallyv, several
open-~ended questions were asked which allowed the contracting officers
to input their suggestions for improvements without being forced into a
structured format, since it was difficult to anticipate all responses.

Personnel Training The last section included questions designed

to determine the adequacy of current training programs and consider what
additional areas of training should be required. This section included
both trainina adequacy nd possihle additional traininz for hoth

program/fund managers and contracting officers.

Analysis

The survey data returned was summarized by category of the
population characteristic and perception relative to the survey

questions. This method allowed logical development of tiwe contracting

officer perspective relative to vear—-end spendineg. No hvpothesis
3 [ 14 3




testing was conducted due to the nature of the data gathered (ordinal at
best) and the lack of a requirement to use statistical methods other
than for summarization of the population characteristics on a

proportional basis.

Limitations of Research

As previously noted, the survey will be restricted to contracting
officers. However, other funds managers do have a significant impact
both on the allocation of funds to projects and the decision to award
contracts for a specific purpose. Because of the varied nature of the
jobs these other fund managers hold and the limited time allowed for
research, investigation of their perceptions is considered to he bevond

the scope of this research.
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IV. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

This chapter summarizes the results of this research. Demographic
characteristics of the individuals surveyed and research questions one
through four will be examined, corresponding to *he order of

investigation in the survey instrument (Appendix A).

Demographic Characteristics

Questions one through seven of the survev requested the individual
to provide their Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC) or GS5/GM series
identifier; military rank or civilian grade; current organization
assignment; responsibility area; number of years contracting experience;
and identify the majority type of tunds handled. These factors were
used to analyze the areas of variation in contracting officer
perspective for the remaining 31 survey duestions.

AFSC Table 1 shows the AFSC or job series of those responding.
Note that this table is not intended to provide information on the
relative composition of contracting officers within the Air Force
Systems Command. Since military and civilians were considered to bhe
potentially ditferent in primaryv characteristics, each was treated 1s a
separite nonulation “<See Thapter TTT). As 9 resnls, Jdifferine
percentages ot the total populations were included and cannot be
directly compared. To the 2307 civilians in the GS-1102 series, 615
surveys were mailed (287% of the civilian population) as compared to the
census taken of military contracting officers. Thus, the intent of
Table 1 is to reflect the composition of those actually responiing and
allow analysis of remaining questions. Inference can be made regarding

the proportion of military in a parricalar AFSC relative to the ailitary

1
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population. For e%ample, approximately 33 percent (74 of the 227) of
the military contracting officer population are in the 6516 AFSC.
Similar restrictions will apply to analysis and inferences made from
each table for which civilian and military responses are aggregated.
Military AFSCs included in the survey include the Acquisition
Contracting Officer AFSC (6534), Acquisition/Manufacturing Staff
Officers (6516), and the Acquisition Contracting/Manufacturing Director
(6596). The civilian Contract Specialist (GS-1102) series encompasses
multiple function areas including contract administration, negotiation,
manufacturing/production, and cost/price analysis. The "other" category
shown includes those initially selected from the personnel database as
GS-~1102s but who identified themselves as Industrial Property Managers
(GS-1103), Industrial Engineers (GM-896), and Supervisory Contract
Specialists (GM-~1102)., Of thé 29 individuals in this category, the

majority were GM-110Zs.

TABLE 1

AFSC OR JOB SERIZS

Cumularive  Cuoanlative

Q1 Frequency Percent Frequency Jercent
No Answer 8 . . .
6534 135 30.8 135 30.8
6516 74 16.9 209 47.7
6596 18 4.1 227 51.8
GS-1102 182 41.0 409 93.4
Other 29 6.6 438 100.0

)




Military Rank The military rank of those responding indicates that

most (96.5 percent) do have more than two years service (required for
promotion to I1Lt) with the largest group in the grade of captain. This
particular factor was particularly useful in examining responses that
varied by rank. Note that of those not answering, 211 persons may be
assumed to be civil service employees and that this approximates the

total number responding with a civilian grade.

TABLE 2
MILITARY RANK

Cumulative Cumulative

Q2 Frequency  Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer* 218 . . .
2Lt 8 3.5 8 3.5
1Lt 2 11.4 4 14.9
Capt 97 42.5 131 57.5
Maj 51 22.4 132 79.8
Lt Col 28 12.3 210 92.1
Col 18 7.9 228 100.0 4

¥ Tncludes civilians.

Civilian Grade The majority »f civilian contracting officers vere

in the grades GS-12 and G3/GM-13 (35,4 and 20.3 percent respectivelv).
Table 3, below, summarizes the variation i civilian rrade of rhoso
responding. Since this question relates only to civilians, the
inference can be made that it does reflect the distribution of the

civilian contracting officer grade structure within the Mir Forceo

Systems Command.
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TABLE 3
CIVILIAN GRADE

Cumulative Cumulative )

Q3 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer* 237 . . . )
GS-7 14 6.7 14 6.7 -
GS-9 11 5.3 25 12.0
GS-11 25 12.0 50 23.9
GS-12 74 35.4 124 59.3
GS/GM-13 55 26.3 179 85.6
GS/GM-14 23 11.0 202 96.7
GS/GM-15 7 3.3 209 100.0 P

* Includes military.

Assigned Organization Table 4 reflects the assigned organizations

of contracting officers surveyed. The largest group was assigned to the
Aeronautical Systems Division with 28 percent of those surveyed. The
distribution of military and civilians with their organizational
assignment can be seen in Table 5 which presents a cross tabulation of r
assigned organizations by the AFSC or Job Series at that organization. v
This table presents the information in terms of the actual frequency 1in
the data, the percentage in a row and the percentage in a column (AFSC
or series). Similar cross tabulations were performed for each of

questions 8 through 38 and bv each of the demographiz variables.
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) TABLE 4

]

s ASSIGNED ORGANIZATION
.: Cumulative Cumulative
N Q4 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
b Y
Er? No Answer 10 . . .
- HQ AFSC 44 10.1 44 10.1
\ Space Division 22 9.6 86 19.7
‘o Armament Division 21 4.8 107 24.5
5 Elect Systems Div 52 11.9 159 36.5
. Aero Systems Div 122 28.0 281 64.4
.: Test Organization 8 1.8 289 66.3

Laboratory 7 1.6 296 67.9

. AFPRO 55 12.6 351 80.5
- HQ AFCMD 43 9.9 394 90.4
- Other (Includes BMO) 42 9.6 436 100.0
v
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¢ Primary Responsibility Approximately 21 percent indicated they
were warranted contracting officers while an additional 29.6 percent
responded as buyers. Almost 30 percent indicated they had other titles
which were not necessarily unrelated to the buying/contracting job.
These ranged from negotiator to Deputy for Contracts. Therefore,

inference about staff versus "line" contracting positions should be

P "

limited specifically to those identified as staff in Table 6 below.
This information was examined in each of the later questions relative to

. the contracting officer's perspective.

3 TABLE 6
= PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY

Cumulative Cumulative
Q5 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 31 . . .
p Warranted CO 86 20.7 86 20.7
4, Buyer 123 29,6 209 50.4
20.0 292 70.4

29.6

415 100.0

v Staff Duties 33
' Other Title 123

Contracting Experience The officers surveyed do have significant

levels of experience. About 56 percent had 7 or more veiurs oxperience,

eve W A X

A\lmost 40 ner-ent had mor:» than 1) vears contracting sxnerisne o, Tieo
table 7 below.)
: A cross tabulation by question number one, AFSC or Job Series,
reveals a much higher percentage of military with less than 2 veurs
experience than those in the civilian specialty. Approximately seven
nercent of H5-11025 had less than 2 vears experiencs as compared ta 20

percent for the combined military AFSCs.
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[f similar groupings are made for the remaining categories,
differences in contracting experience become more apparent. Table 3
illustrates the differences in experience levels. 1If all military AFSCs
are aggregated, in a similar fashion to the single grouping of 5-1102s,
it can be seen that more than half of the civilian contracting officer
force (99 of 178) has over 10 years experience while only 24 percent of

the military (55 of 226) have an equivalent level of experience.

TABLE 7
YEARS CONTRACTING EXPERIENCE

Cumulative Cumulative

Q6 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 8 . . .
Two or Less 60 13.7 60 3.7
Three or Four 73 17.8 138 31.5
Five or Six 55 12.6 193 44,1
Seven thru Nine 71 16.2 264 60.3
Ten or More 174 39,7 438 100.0

ey
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Majority Fund Appropriation Responses to question seven indicate

that the largest group was involved in ohligating two-year research and
development funding. The next largest group was involved in aircraft
procurement. The data does not provide information relative to the dollar
value of Air Force Systems Command funds, only the appropriations
applicahle to the assigned contracting activities. The responses were
useful in examining the reasons for variation in perspective, especially
with respect to operations and maintenance (3400) funds and problems
unique to one-year appropriations. Table 9 provides a summary of

responses.

TABLE 9
AAJORITY FUND APPROPRIATION

Cumulative Cumulative

Q7 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 7 . . .
R&D 168 38.3 168 33.3
Aircraft Procurement 85 19.6 254 57.9
Missile Procurement 29 6.6 283 H54.5
Other Procurement 24 5.5 307 69.9
0&M 24 5.5 331 75.4
Naot Involved 95 21.6 426 y7.0
Nther or 'nithown 13 3.0 434 130,90

Research (luestinn One

lo contracting officials agree with tie causes identiiied in previous
research (See Chapter II) and which of these is considered to be the nost
significant factor? The following sections examine the contracting
official's perspective reg-rding this question. Survey questions eicht
through 15 as%ed the participant to rank order the five cawses aoatod Helow

and allowed identification and ranking ot any additional causcs not

identified in the questionaire, This rankine was nade by deternaiaine ¢
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mean rank for each factor (summation of frequency x rank/number
responding) and ordering from lowest to highest mean rank. The five
causes will be discussed in the order ranked using this method.

First ranked, as a cause of year-end spending with a mean rank of
2.43, was the perceived need to obligate before funds expire. The
practical necessity of using funds while available is related to the time
needed to obligate funds which may not be much less than the window of
availability. In the words of one survey respondent,

The problem starts with Congress. They usually spend 2 -

3 months [working] out a budget at the beginning of the fiscal

year. This throws the budgeting process in a quandry. . . .

Purchase requests usually don't filter into the contracts shop

until the February - March time-frame. If award in September

takes an act of God, this leaves only 5 - 6 months to put a

Request for Proposal out and award a contract. Even for small

dollar value [contracts] . . . this is a tight contracting

schedule.
These tight contracting schedules and the short time before funds

expiration may cause obligations to fall in the last quarter of the

fiscal year. (See table 10.)

TABLE 10
NEED TO OBLIGATE BEFORE EXPIRATION

Cumulative Cumulative

o “requency Parcent Frequency Percent
No Answer 4 .
First 128 29.0 128 29.0
Second 119 26.9 247 55.9
Third 103 23.3 350 79.2
Fourth 62 14.0 412 83.2
Fifth 30 6.8 442 100.0
Second ranked, with a mean rank of 2.75, was the complexity nf

Department of Defense (DOD) procurement, including the organizationatl

and aperatine environment as well as the aoods and services procured,

25




Note that the order of ranking will change if only the percentage for
first is considered. This factor was ranked first by 29.6 percent,
slightly higher that the 29.0 percent ranking for the need to obligate
before expiration of funds. Therefore, although ranked second on the
basis of the mean, the first two causes may be considered to be nearly

equal and both highly significant causes. See table 11 below.

TABLE 11
COMPLEXITY OF DOD PROCUREMENT

Cumulative Cumulative

Q12 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 3 . . .
First 131 29.6 131 29.6
Second 75 16.9 206 46.5
Third 89 20.1 295 66.6
Fourth 69 15.6 364 832.2 ‘
Fifth 79 17.8 443 100.0

Third ranked was the need to obligate all current funds and thereby
prevent budget cuts in the next year. This factor followed the
complexity of the DOD procurement closely, with a mean rank of 2.85, as

compared to 2.75 for complexity.

This question was distinguished from the first ranked '"need ¢» ;
obligate before expiration" primarily by the budget cut motivation. The .
concern from the contracting officer's perspective apparently is based A
more on the practical needs in acquisition and contracting -- not on
what is potentially seen as a defensive move to avoid budget cnts, \
Table 12 helow provides the summary of responses.

>
3
\
=6 \,

P . e e
Zedale ‘.‘-J\’\("’.' *.""a'.“\"-"" s

RO S TN RO ER R CORRTIRS
F AT N . A ’



. TABLE 12

NEED TO OBLIGATE TO PREVENT BUDGET CUTS

N Cumulative Cumulative
N Q11 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
> -
> No Answer 4 . . .
First 104 23.5 104 23.5
y Second 109 24,7 213 48.2
. Third 65 14,7 278 62.9
. Fourth 77 17.4 355 80.3
': Fifth 87 19.7 442 100.0
4
- Fourth in importance was the late receipt of contingency funds no
longer needed by other programs. The computed mean ranking for this
\ factor was 3.34. These funds, identified late in the year as excess to
N another program or project, may allow insufficient time to actually
“~
S complete obligation. See Table 13 below.
.
: TABLE 13
) LATE RECEIPT OF CONTINGENCY FUNDS
i Cumulative  Cumulative
N . Q8 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
.. No Answer 5 . . .
. First 48 10.9 48 10.9
. Second 63 15.4 116 26.3
Third 111 25.2 227 51.5
Fourth 116 26.3 343 77.3
Fifenh a8 22.2 441 190.0
J
X Last ranked, with a mean rank of 3.43, was the late budget approval
. by Congress. Particularly significant in this low ranking, compared to
other factors, is the fact that although Congress typically does not
N approve the budget until the budget year has begun, other factors are
) perceived to play a more important role, regardless of verbal comments
27
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received in response to open ended questions which tend to lay the

initial blame on the Congress.

TABLE 14
LATE BUDGET APPROVAL BY CONGRESS

Cumulative Cumulative

Q9 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 6 . . .
First 65 14.8 65 14.8
Second 67 15.2 132 30.0
Third 67 15.2 199 45,2
Fourth 97 22.0 296 67.3
Fifth 144 32.7 4460 100.0

Approximately 25 percent of the respondents identified other
important additional causes for year-end spending. A large portion of
these comments related to a lack of planning on the part of
program/project management. Next in frequency of remarks were
references to requirements. These included changes in program content,
uncertain or poorly documented contract requirements and late
identification of these requirements to the contracting office. Other
factors mentioned included: complexitv of procurement and lack of
knowledze regarding leadtimes required for contracting; witholding of

her headgnartoers, including she oraernicze of

Tands b Conaress or i
issuing funds quarterly (e.g., Operations and Maintenance), and late
receipt of funds; authorization and approval processes prior to contract
award; hoarding or holding c¢f tunds until managers are certain they are
not required; and contractor awareness of year-end policy and a
reluctance to negotiate lower prices. Also included were lack of

adequate manpower, administrative reporting burdens, and a laclk of

srinritized requirements,
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NG These additional causes were typically ranked first or second.

o~

Forty-two percent ranked their cause first, 33 percent ranked their
o
) i causes between first and second, 19 percent ranked their cause between
-
L)
qi second and third, while the remaining 6 percent ranked lower. It was
not possible to correlate specific variables to a particular rank due to

1

o the large number and variation of verbal comments received.

-

o

v ‘

" Research Question Two

o Do contracting officers feel that policies which implement earlier
h\' 3 . . . . -
~ deadlines decrease the potential for waste? Additionally, included in
R . : ,

X the survey were questions intended to determine the nature and extent of
i:: problems related to year-end obligation of funds. Each of these areas
- are explored in the order addressed in the questionaire.

- The first question in this section of the survey was intended to
:: ascertain whether there really is a problem, from the contracting
L)

N

:: officer's perspective, in obligating funds near the end of the fiscal
~

) year. The question did not define the word "problem" in advance in

o order that the question not be limited to any one narrow area of

- year—-end activities.

- Responses show that a total of 94.3 percent of those surveved
'\: disagree with the statement that there is not a problem. Of those in
- -

~ disagreement, 28.4 percent strongly disagree. Table 15 provides a

tj summary of responses to question 16.
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TABLE 15 1
YEAR-END OBLIGATION NOT A PROBLEM

Cumulative Cumulative

QL6 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 6 . . .
Strongly Agree 33 7.5 33 7.5
Agree 71 16.1 104 23.6
Neither Agree or Disagree 53 12.0 157 35.7 .
Disagree 158 35.9 315 71.6 :
Strongly Disagree 125 28.4 440 100.0 :

Cross tabulations by organization varied in the proportion who
disagreed from 42 percent (test organizations) to 80 percent (a product -
division). This may be related to the organizational mission and type
of funds handled. TFor example, aircraft procurement and missile
procurement showed the lowest disagreement of 59 and 61 percent y
respectively. "Other" procurement and operations and maintenance ‘
appropriation breakouts were higher at 71 and 79 percent. Thus, the
mission of the procuring organization and type of funds handled may be

related factors. This study did not attempt to investigate this

- ¥y v v s e e

relationship. v
There was little difference in respons2 between =military and

civilian contracting otficers. Of the military, 32.6 percent .disazrced

and 31.2 disagreed strongly —— a total of »3.3 percent. ¥For :ivilians !

(GS-1102), 37.4 percent disagreed and 26.8 disagreed strongly —-- a total
of 64.2 percent.

Question 17 was designed to determine if contracting officers are 2

~

familiar with policies which limit obligation of funds near vear-end. X

Responses indicated that 83.2 percent contracting officers were :

)
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familiar with these restrictions. Only 5.7 percent disagreed, and of

that portion, less that one percent disagreed strongly (Table 16).

TABLE 16
CONTRACTING OFFICERS ARE FAMILIAR WITH YEAR-END POLICY

Cumulative Cumulative

Ql7 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 5 . . .
Stongly Agree 125 28.3 125 28.3
Agree 242 54.9 367 33.2
Neither Agree or Disagree 49 11.1 416 94.73
Disagree 23 5.2 439 99.5
Strongly Disagree 2 ) 441 100.0

Slightly over sixty percent responded that their organization does
impose added limitations on year-end obligation of funds. Twenty-two
percent (22.3) indicated that their organization does not impose
additional policy restrictions while about 17 percent did not know
(Table 17). Cross tabulation by assigned organization reveals that,
within the product divisions and laboratories, from 10 to 17 percent
were unsure as to whether their own organization added additional
limitations and an additional 10 to 20 percent at each of the product
divisions felt their orzanization Aid noﬁ impose limitations. It the
assumption is made that the nroduct divisions do impose some form o0
procedural or time limitations, a logical inference is that
approximately 20 to 25 percent (if the latter two groups are combined)
are not aware of these limits. An individual examination of these
policies at each location would he necessary to determine if there is in

fact misunderstanding or failure to communicate local organization

policies.




TABLE 17
ORGANIZATION IMPOSES ADDED LIMITS

Cumulative Cumulative

Q18 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 3 . . .
Yes 269 60.7 269 60.7
No 99 22.3 368 33.1
Unknown 75 16.9 443 100.0

The next item in the survey states that policies which require

early obligation of funds are effective in reducing the potential for
waste. Responses indicate that 52.1 percent disagree. Only 27.9
percent agree that the policies are effective in reducing the potential

for waste (Table 18).

TABLE 13
POLICY REDUCES POTENTIAL WASTE

Cumulative Cumulative

Q19 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 5 . . .
Strongly Agree 30 6.8 30 5.8
Agree 93 21.1 123 27.9
Neither Agree or Disagree 38 20.0 211 47.3
Disagree 140 31.7 351 79.6
Strongly Disagree ’ 90 20.4 441 100.0

There was no significant variation between military and civilian
responses. For civilians 52.2 percent disagreed while for the military,
52.7 percent disagreed. The most significant breakout by demographic |
factors was by majority fund appropriation. Approximately 45 percent of
those handling Operations and Maintenance funds indicate the policies

were effective while only 30 percent disagree.

)
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Determination of the effect of policy restrictions on other
apropriations where the monies may be ohligated over more than one year
and which are not expiring was the intent of question 20. The
perception of about 45 percent is that there is a secondary impact which
tends to restrict the obligation of non-expiring funds (Table 19). This
may be related to workload or other factors which make all obligation of
funds near year-end more difficult. Tf expiring funds receive priority

in the contracting process, other efforts must be temporarily set aside.

TABLE 19
RESTRICTIONS LIMIT NON-EXPIRING FUNDS

Cumulative Cumulative

Q20 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 10 . . .
Strongly Agree 53 12,2 53 12.2
Agree 145 33.3 198 45.4
Neither Agree or Disagree 166 38.1 364 83.5
Disagree 57 13.1 421 956.6
Strongly Disagree 15 3.4 436 100.0

Questions 21 and 22 were designed to determine if contracting
officers feel pressured into ohligating funds for unnecessary or
questionable items and low prioritv items at vear—end. Question 21 asics
for a response to the statement that contracting officers are not
pressured into obligating funds for unnecessary or questionable items
near the end of the fiscal year. The data shows that 31.4 percent agree

while 49.5 percent disagree (Table 20).

33




TABLE 20
NOT PRESSURED FOR UNNECESSARY ITEMS

Cumulative Cumulative

Q21 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 9 . . .
Strongly Agree 45 10.3 45 10.3
Agree 92 21.1 137 31.4
Neither Agree or Disagree 84 19.2 221 50.6
Disagree 141 32.3 362 82,38
Strongly Disagree 75 17.2 437 100.0

Variations were found first by civilian grade and military rank.
The higher grades tended to agree more that contracting officers were
not pressured. For example, of those in civilian grades GS/GM-14/15, 50
percent agreed while for the yrades GS-11/12/13, 30.8 percent agreed.
Several explanations for this variation are possible. First, higher
level personnel mav be somewhit detensive of their position and the
direction given to subordinates. In addition, higher grade personnel
may also he somewhat more isolated trom routine contracting ac .vities
and therefore have a difterent perspective.

[hese variations were also seen with a cross tabulation by AFSC and
Job Series. 5Oy AFSC, 25 percent in AFSC 6534 (acquisition/contracting
officers) ayreed, 33.8 percent of 6510s (acquisition/manufacturing staff
ofticers) agreed, and V6.7 percent of H590s (acquisition
contracting/manufacturing directors) agreed. These AFSCs correspond
with increased rank. A similar examination was not possible for
civilian respondents since all civilians are lumped into the (S~1102
series and the job series does not change with the attainment of higher

arades.
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A cross tabulation by fund type showed that R&D, aircraft and
missile procurement showed the least pressure while D&M was the highest
with 66.7 percent in disagreement. Two-thirds of the personnel handling
primarily O&M funds indicated they were pressured to ohligate funds for
unnecessary or questionable items. This is likely to be ielated to the
strict one year period available for oblization of U&M funds (unlike the
R&D and procurement appropriations), and the difference in the items
procured (hase support versus research or weapon system procurement).

In response to the statement that contracting officers are not
pressured into acquiring low priority items late in the f{iscal year
(Question 22), 45.9 percent bhelieved that contracting officers are
pressured into acquiring low priority items at the end of the year
(Table 21). Consistent with findings for questions 21, variations with
respect to grade and rank, as well as apnropriation were found. For
example, 62.5 percent using primarily C& funds indicated there was

pressure te acquire low priority items late in the year.

TABLE 21
NOT PRESSURED FOR LOW PRIORITY [T:HS

Cumulative Cumulative

ey I

e Toency Tt S e Do e
No Answer lo . .
Strongly Agree 30 3.4 36 3.4
Agree 95 22.1 131 30.5
Neither Agree or Disagree 102 23.7 233 54.2
Disagree 146 34.0 379 33.1
Strongly Disagree 51 11.9 420 100.0

The next {ive questions in the survey wldressed the more
significant potential causes of waste, as contrasted with the causes of

year-end spending which are not qecessarilv wastef gL, 0F the Tive
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previously cited potential causes of waste (Chapter [I), by far the most ’
'
significant from the perspective of the contracting olticers is the )
shortage of manpower (68.9 percent agree) followed closely by hurried :
R
negotiation (v3.7 percent). The remaining items, as ranked by -
participant agreement with their significance, were purchase of very low
priority or unneeded items (39 percent), lack of competition (0.4 -
percent), and administrative error (13.8 percent). For a summary of
survey responses, sce Tables 22 - 26,
TABLE 22 ‘
ADMINISTRATIVE ERROR SIGNIFICANT =
Cumulative Turmulative by
Q23 Frequency Percent requency Jerceat -
No Answer 14 . . . o
Strongly Agree 8! 2.1 9 2.1 s
Agree 72 lo.7 31 13,3 D
Neither Agree or Disagree 118 27.3 199 4001 -4
Disagree 190 44,0 3nY SN .3
Strongly DJisagree 43 19.0 432 10,0 L.
ay
“~
N
Y
PABLE 23 >
LACK OF COMPUTITION STONIFISANT .
N
Cumulative Cumulative ﬁ
()24 Frequency Percent Frequency Jereont 24
e o e e Y
No Answer 3 . . . o
Strongly Agree 2 4.7 21 4.7 :';
Agree 114 25.7 135 UL o
Neither Agree of Disasree 90 20.3 225 SERNE i
Disare: [ AR e .
Strongly Disagree 5% 12,4 443 1 0,i) >
R J
HE -
>
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TABLE
N HURRIED NEGOTTATION SIGNIFICANT
I
) . .
Cumulative  Cumulative
t Q25 I'requency Percent Frequency Percent
A No Answer 3 . .
< Strongly Agree 73 16.5 73 15.5
- Agree 213 49.2 291 03.7
; Neither Agree or Disagree 60 13,5 351 79.2
- Disagree 73 16.5 424 95.7
Strongly Disagree 19 4.3 443 10,0
TABLE 25
PURCHASE OF LOW PRIORITY ITEMS SIGNIFICANT
Cumulative  Cumulative
020 Irequency Percent frequency Percent
No Answer 3 . .
- Strongly Agree 33 7 4 33 7.4
N Agree 140 31.6 173 39.1
- Neither Agree or Disagree 121 27.3 294 56,4
X Disagree 121 7 3 415 93.7
) Strongly Disagree 23 .3 443 100,0
- TABLE 26
SIORTAGE OV TLANPOLER ST N DITOANT
‘
P Cumulative  Cumulative
S (27 I'requency Percent Frequency Percent
i No \nswer 5 . .
Strongly Agree 113 25.6 113 25.6
y Ayree 191 43.3 304 03,9
! Neither Agree or Disagree 60 13.6 364 32.5
Disauree 63 14.3 427 an s
strongly Disagree 14 3.2 441 10,0
.'
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Survey question 28 asked participants to identify any other

- important factor which increases the potential for waste. Verbal
answers given tended to repeat the responses in question 14 regarding

Y causes of year-end spending. The pressure to obligate for fear of
losing follow-on budgets and the corresponding lack of saving incentive
were most frequently mentioned. Manpower shortages, lack of clerical
help, training and the inability to understand the schedules necessary
for procurement were also considered important. These nersonnel-relited

factors may indirectly lead to the lack of planning and failure to

provide valid requirements on time to the contracting office. Other

N

items mentioned included the micromanagement by Congress and higher

levels, approval delays, shortened schedules due to policy restrictions,

and uncertainty of program/project funds. Two of those responding

e

indicated that year-end spending was a "myth" and not signficant.

: Question 29 explored the contracting officers' perspective as to
whether it is their responsibility to make judgments rewarding the
necessity of purchases or funds obligated. Although not perceived as
having a direct impact on current policies, the perception of "who';

. responsihle”

could make policies more or less effective both now and in

DURTURENRS b § o B

The results show a polarization of views regarding this question.

vhile 45.8 percent agree, 3Y.1 percent disagree (Table 21). One
explanation of this polarization is that the contracting officer's role
ir. these areas is not well defined. lloreover, if the contracting

oficer’™s respoasibility is vague, it may be that once a requirenent is

written there may be conrlict within the contracting ranks as to whether

o

the requirement shoull be challenged.  Although some technical

e
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requirements may be beyond the ability of contracting officers to

question, those that are not may go unchallenged because of the lack of

a clearly defined role.

TABLE 27

CONTRACTING OFFICERS' RESPONSIBILITY TO JUDGE

rercent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Zercent

Q29 Frequency
No Answer 2
Strongly Agree 58
Agree 145
Neither Agree or Disagree 72
Disagree 125
Strongly Disagree 44

The next two questions, 30 and 31 were

13.1
32.7
16.2
23,2

9

58
203
275
400)
444

13.1
43.7
61.9
9. 1
100.0

included to gather data

relative to workload increases and whether or not they are perceived to

be manageable with current personnel

forces.

Twenty~three percent

reported a workload increase in the third quarter sufficient to cause

problems. For the fourth quarter, the percentage nearly doubles to 41.8

TARLE 23

FHIRD QUARTER WORKLOAD INCREASE

percent.,
Q30 Frequency
No Answer 7
No Increase 79
Only a Small Amount 105

Significant but Manageable 154
Causes workload Problems Lol

Cumulative

Percent rrequency
18.0 79
23.9 134
35.1 333
23.U -+ 3t

Cumulative
Percent

Lot )



TABLE 29
FOURTH QUARTER WORKLOAD INCREASE

Cumulative Cumulative

Q31 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer 3 . . .
No Increase 55 12.6 55 12.6
Only a Small Amount 80 13.3 135 30.8
Significant but Manageable 120 27 .4 255 58.2
Causes Workload Problems 183 41.3 430 10U

Research Question Three

N ‘.\l APIR - - - R K
:\:.‘:h}i':-“"(.."\' o dalo e Bt L e e T s e T T e

Are there other methods or policies which would provide better
incentives for managers and contracting officials to minimize the
unnecessary use of government funds? Survey questions 32 - 34 are
considered along with relevant information from guestion 39 to sugjest
methods of improvement based on input received.

Responses to the statement, "Use of expired unohligated funds for
purchase of low priority items (LPI) after the end of the fiscal year
wounld be beneficial" showed that 0l.4 percent agreed (Table 30).
Although such a procedure would require regulatory changes, it would
allow more time to complete necessary contract actions includinog
negotiations. Requirements mizht be consolidated, additional time woull
cooeovided o incar e coaanesinion, aad tortiond Tooaens s d e

lessened.

41)
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TABLE 30

ZXPIRED FUNDS FOR LOW PRIORITY ITEMS BENEFICIAL
Cumulacive  Cumulative

(32 I'requency Percent Frequency Percent
No Answer §) . . .
Strongly Agree 77 17.5 77 17.5
Agree 193 43.9 270 21.4
Neither Agree or Disagree 112 25.5 382 36.8
Disagree 40 10.9 430 w7.7
Strongly Disagree 10 2.3 440 100.0

Question 33 asked, "If you were guaranteed that you (or the
Program/Fund Manager) would receive funding at least equal to the
portion returned unused in this fiscal year, what percentage of the

yearly budget could be returned?"

The intent of this question was to
determine what could bhe returned on a one-time basis. l[lowever, with 51
percent not responding to the questions, only limited conclusions can be
drawn (Table 31).

Potentially, if program/fund managers felt that it was not
difficult to obtain money if risks materialized, they might release a
portion of "management reserve" funds. Such releases could be credited
to in account and aight he used as an insuraace policy for

ontingencios, Lith o the carreant cashasis on o proventiao overvuns, ol

G

or managenent reserve funds must be held until late in the year. [/
rewards were provided in the form of recognition or award, such a method

misht provide some of the incentive neceded to spend less than the

hudgeted amounts. However, since this study did not consider the

question from Lhe program manaser's perspective, it is not possibhlo fo
predict whether such a metihod would be useful under the environment

cicountered by the proavam or rosoirse nanaser,
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A similar plan to share savings is currently being investigated by
the Office of anagement and Budyet.

The House Appropriations Subcomittee that handles
Treasury-Postal-General funding has included a provision in
its FY 1988 bill that would allow shared savings to be tested
in the executive branch . . . using "an experimental format
' for three years under Congressional oversight and review' (1).

The plan proposed differs from that in the previous paragraph in

that the bill would allow "the sharing ot any productivity nsains 'with y

federal agencies and their employees in accord with guidelines

determined by the Presidenc'”™ (1). The method proposed in the previous ’
ﬁ
paragraph would only allow program managers to obtain recognition for g

money saved and reduce management risk in the future by returning
currently available funds. Additional assessments could be made of
these and other potential incentives and how program and rfund manazers

- w

would react to them.

.

A

TABLE 31 R

~

’

HOW MUCH COULD BE RETURNED *

&

. ) )

Cumulative  Cumulative

()33 Frequency Jercent Ureguency Percent -

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T R T e T T T T T T T S T T A T S m m— e - - :‘

No Answer 0 . . . N
None/Very Small 50 11.4 50 Il.4 .

Coss o than Two Dortont [ B ) R »

I'wo to “ive Percent 32 7.3 ) Zilo B

5ix to [en Percent 43 9.3 130 3. .
Greater than 10 Percent 33 7.5 171 33.9 -

Do Not Know 209 01.1 440 100U .
Responses to question 34 indicate that contracting officers are \

N
apparently divided on the effects of two-vear buduets. Approximatels 39 '
M i
percent answered that two-year budgets would provide better buduet N
information and redace the need to obliate current year tunds sinco -
42 .
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there is no reason to protect a budget. About 27 percent felt two-year

huduets would provide better information but have little impact relative
to complete obligation of funds to avoid budget cuts since reallocation
or reprogramming of funds can still take place. The remainder,
approximately 34 percent did not know enough to estimate the impact

(Table 32).

TABLE 32
TWO-YEAR BUDGETS WOULD:

Cumulative Cumulative

34 requency Percent Frequency Parcent
NO Answer 13 . . .
Reduce the Need to Obligate 169 39.0 169 39.0
Have Little Impact 115 20.6 234 5.0
Do Not Know 149 34.4 433 120.0

Comments received relative to improving the process in answer to
the open ended questions in the survey included suggestions to: (1.)
Remove the time limit on obligations provided a committment is made
during the fiscal vear; (b.) Increase use nf two—year bud-ets; and (o))
[ncrease use of multi-vear or no-vear funding. Although comments were
aob snecitic cnoush to recomnnend develoyoment or any one alteonative,

1 F D e g .. .
L2 LTCenNU Ve Lo AN Ior s T sy o

o3t vere conceraed than thore s it
Dtaer conments indicated that policies currently in torce tor Alr Jorce
Systems Command may be more applicable to base procurements, especially
in other operational major commands, since much of the funding handled
within the Air Torce Systems Command is of the R&D and procurement
ppropriations which ey be obliaated over perioads Tonaer tian one vear,

One of the most significant comments came from a captain working s

: . 4 - i N N PR L | HE r FR . - N
Lae ooty Dor sace Contrac i s o cadd, b T Ed b e we b e




. Vb et iarab cat o giating: N AR WAt b Sl ot al i oA M LS LG GL A Ll A,
experience manageable because I have support from my superiors to set
deadlines and say '.0' to unnecessary late purchase requests'. lhether
similar procedures should or could be used in other procurement offices
will remain open to debate.
Research Question Four
Would additional training of Air Force Systems Command fund
managers or contracting ofricers be beneficial in reduciﬁg the
possibility of waste, and, if so, what areas should that training cover?
Survey questions 35 - 358 specifically addressed this issue. :
The results show that 33.5 percent favor additional training, ]
relative to year-end spending problems and issues, for contracting
officers while 53.1 percent favor additional training for program/fund
manazers (Tables 33 - 24).
TABLE 33 ;
TRAINING OF THE CONTRACTING OFFICER IS ADEQUATE
Cumulative  Cumulative ]
35 I'requency Percent Crequency Percent _
‘o Answer 7 . L |
Strongly Agree 23 5.2 23 5.2
Miroe 147 ST LT LT [}
Neither Agree or Disagree 122 27.0 292 DI
Disagree 123 230U 415 440
Strongly Disagree 24 5.5 439 120.0 :
]
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o, TABLE 34

TRAINING OF THE PROGRAM MANAGER IS ADEQUATE

y
:} Cumulative  Cumulative
;:; Q36 rrequency Percent F're;juency Percent
"
) No Answer 17 . . .
Strongly Agree 11 2.6 11 2.0
- Agree 70 1v.3 51 ls.y
e Neither Agree or Disagree 120 28.0 201 46.9
~r Disagree 164 35.2 505 5.l
- Strongly Disagree 64 14.9 429 100.0
o The additional training recommended for proyran/project management
.".
- personnel and funds managers was primarily in tae area of contracting
P
< procedures and schedules (53.1 percent). The next highest rated area
- for training of program/project nersonnel was a familiarization with
- . o o
-, current policies restricting year-end obligation of funds (Table 35).
L7
.I' . s . . . - - -
. Additional training desired by contracting otficers was budget and
hoes
L, financial (33.4 percent), with year-end policies, contracting procedures
. and schedules, and legal restrictions tollowiny in that order (Tabhle
~ 30).
f Although very few added comments in the space provided in both
RS questions 57 and 53, nost who did noted that all of mone aoove shoasd e
.\.
!\ - -
o~ required for both contracting officers and project manasement personnetl.
- LU P K UEE 1 N - LIS Ve Qs " P 1
AR Sdditional areas noted cere Tiace cindin o tochndones sl Lo L
l.J
o information necessary for contract negotiation and cost/price analysis.
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. TABLE 35
ADDITIONAL TRAINING FOR THE PROGRAM MANAGER
N Cumulative  Cumulative
. Q37 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
\. ——
: No Answer 28 . .
Budget and Financial 28 6.7 28 6.7
g Procedures/Schedules 243 58.1 271 64.3
N Legal Restrictions 41 9.8 312 74.6
N Current Year-End Policies 30 19.1 392 3.5
Other 26 6.2 418 100.0
y TABLE 36
<
. ADDITIONAL TRAINING FOR THE CONTRACTING OFFICER
k¢ Cumulative  Cumulative
338 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
~NO Answer 30 . . .
Ludget and Financial 139 33.4 139 33.4
- Procedures/Schedules 73 15.8 217 32.2
‘ Legal Restrictions 70 16.8 237 69.0
Current Year-tEnd Policies  1U1 24.3 368 3.3
. Other 28 6.7 416 100.0
X Conclusion
This chapter has summarized the information received from the
. survey oi civilian and militacy contracting ofificers with the Air Juice
. Systems Command. The following chapter will provide conclusions and
’ recomnendations for further investioation.
N
|
-
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR

FUTURE RESEARCH

Introduction

This chapter presents the answers to the four research questions
presented in Chapter One. [ach of the four questions will be considered
with the conclusions which may be drawn based on the data available from
this study. Additionally, the implications of these answers for future
policy decisions will he considered and areas for further research

suggested.

Research Question One

Do contracting officials agree with the causes identified in
previous research and which of these is considered to he the most
important?

In general, the survey participants did agree with the causes of
year—-end spending identified in previous research. The five causes, as
ranked in this study were: (1) the need to obligate before expiration of
funds; (2) the complexity of DOD procurement, including the
organizational and operating environment as well as the aoods aad
services orociarad: (72) the need to obligare all fands in ardor w0 qvnid
future budget cuts; {4) the late receipt of contingency funds; ind (3)
late hudget approval by the Congress. The fact that late buduet
approval was ranked fifth is particularly significant when considered in
light of verbal comments whirh tended to blame the Conaress first. In
any case, the first several causes were closely ranked and appear to bhe

interrelated.
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Additionally, about 25 percent of the respondents identified
additional causes for year-end spending. The largest portion of these
comments related to the need for better planning on the part of program
and project managers. Also considered important were frequently
changing or poorly defined requirements, lack of knowledge regarding
contracting processes and schedule leadtimes, and delays in receipt of

required funds.

Research Question Two

Do contracting officers feel that policies which implement earlier
deadlines decrease the potential for waste?

Over 50 percent of those responding felt that current policies do
not reduce the potential for waste. Over 60 percent indicated that
there were problems in year-end obligatidn of funds. The "typical”
officer in this study also felt that there is some pressure to oblinate
funds for low priority items and almost 50 percent indicated there was
pressure to ohligate funds for unnecessary items.

With regard to causes of waste, the most significant was the
cenuicement to hurry negotiations nefore the ond of the “iscal year.
Workloads did increase enough to cause management problams and manpower
shortages were considered sioniticant by nearly 70 percent of those

responding.

Research Uuestion Three

Are there otl :r methods or policies which would provide better
incentives for managers and contracting otiicials to mininize tho

-

unnecessary use of government funds?
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Several conclusions can be drawn from this study. First, there
needs to bhe additional incentive for managers to spend less than the
budgeted amount. The perception of future bhudgets being dependent on
the use of current funds is likely to continue as an impediment to the
return of funds which may not be needed in the applicable fiscal year.
Any method which increases the incentive to spend less than the budgeted
amount will minimize the amount of government funds needed.

If risk to proyram managers is reduced, the amount of funds
required may be correspondingly reduced. For example, better advance
budget information would allow better planning and program rislk
reduction. Additionally, if it were possible for a program manager to
contribute current funds to an "insurance" pool, with the knowledyge that
they would offset future risks, the incentive to reduce current spending
could be increased.

Contracting officers do feel that current policies are not fully
effective. Verbal comments tosether with apparent variations by
appropriation show that policies which restrict obligations at vear-end
mavy be more applicable to other comnands. Given the complexitios o Air

Force Systems Command procurements and the lenasthy contracting tines

negotiation and obligation carlioer than mizht be ideal. relaxation of
current policies might hbe beneficial if sutficient manpower were
available at the proper times needed for obligation.

If committment of tunds was sutficient to reserve the noney for

nbligation beyvond the ond of vhe fiscal vear, additiomal rime coall hoe

tllowerd to consolidars Tow nriority (but necessary) itens and avoven




the potential waste due to hurried negotiations or duplicative bhuying.
Over bU percent of those responding felt that such a method would be

beneficial,

Research (Question Four

Would additional training of Air TForce Systems Command fund
managers or contracting officers be beneficial in reducing the
possibility of waste, and if so, what areas should that training cover?

Over 50U percent of those resvonding to the survey indicared tiat
training for program manasers was not adequate and that this training
should emphasize coutracting procedures and schedules. ‘Jere sro:ram and
project managers fully aware of the practical and statutory requirements
for successful contract award, both requirements generation and planning
might be improved. VFor the contracting ofticer, about 33 percent {2lt
that training was less than adeguate. The desired training areas wvers

budget and financial, and current year-end policies.

Policy Implications

In the future it may be possibla to test methods and policins which
alont proviae additional ifacentive to aiaisice tae overg! ! i aro
o covernnent Sunds and reduce the voriond o ear the a7
vear. From the perspecitive of the contriactiing orficer, i5 1oaars Lot
current policies may satisfy the media and Congress bhut not solve the

problems it appeared to solve,

Recommendations for Follow-on Researcn

several areas of this study are potentially worthy ot additional

studye virst, tais stady Glid oot wldree s ot rsaesiive ot

g v s &
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progran/project officers who generate requirements and are responsisle
for wverall »rosram cost, schedule and performance issines.  Tnput fron
their perspective could allow additional insight into the problenms
incurred in year-end oblijation of fuands and provide inrormation
regarding methods which could be used as incentive to return excess
funds.

Although beyond the scope of a thesis it mizht also be possiblz to
test iacentive plans on a limited basis 1or 2 small nusber o srograns
or base locations. Investigation of the best methods for potential
testing and the associated requirenents for waiver oif current
regulations to allow testing would also be beneficial is future policy

inputs,
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

DEPAATMENT OF THE AIR FCACS ¥
AIR UNIVERS:TY
AR FCRCE INSTITUTE OF TECHNCLOGY
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FCACZ BASE OH 35433-5533

15 JUN ig87 .

susiesT  Syrver of the Contracting Officer's Perspective on Year-End Spendiag

"® Air Force Contracting Personnel

1. Periodically there is renewed emphasis and eaforcement of year-end
spending policies. These policies are intended to prevent wasteful and

hurried obligation of government funds. However, there currently is <
little statistical information regarding the impact of these policies N
and their relative effectiveness. This survey is designed to provide {
feedback of your perspective on these policies. Study results will .
provide valuable insight iats the year-end spending process for future p
policy decisions. e
2. Your participation is voluntary and your responses will be -9
anonvmous. To complete the survey, circle the appropriate response or -
write your response below tle question as appropriate. After completing o
the questionnaire, please blacken the corresponding circles on the s
survey answer sheet. Your SSAN is not required. Results will be :
presented in terms of the "typical” contracting officer's perception of
year-end spending. When the results of the survey are published, X
readers will in no wav be adle to identify specific individuals. This .
survey has been coordinated through the Military Personnel Surver .
Control Office. K
3. Please return the survev and the answer sheet ta AFIT/LSG in the -
enclosed envelope within five working davs. If you have any questions,
contact Capt David Goble at AUTOVON 785-5369. Thank you for your
cooperation and participation.
- I/’Y/ .
(U v PO (gl
ANTHONY D"AMGZLO, 3 acch -
Prafessor of Tinancial Marnagzament 1. Survey .
Scnool of Systems and Logiszics 2. Retura Zavelspe [ J
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o USAF Survey Control Number 87-734
15

‘: Please indicate your response by circling the letter of the best answer for

each question or filling in the blank when requested. After completing the

. survey, please blacken the corresponding response on the survey answer sheet.
'-I

j 1. Please select your primary AFSC or GS/GM series identifier.

"

) a. 6534

: b. 6516

a c. 6596

N d. GS-1102

" e. Other (Please specifv.)
K™~
‘R

- 2. Military rank. Civilians, please skip to question 3.

MY a. 2Lt

-, b. 1Lt
o c. Captain

. d. Major

- e. Lt Col

g f. Colonel

*,

': 3. Civilian grade. Military members, please skip to question 4.
: *

4 a. GS-7
N b. GS-9

- c. GS-11

F v, d. GS-12

¥ e. GS/GM-13

N £. GS/GM-14

q g. GS/GM-15
A

E 4, To which organization are you now assigned?

2 a. Hq AFSC

- b. Space Division

ye c. Armament Division

- d. Electronic Systems Division

e. Aeronautical Systems Division

oo f. a test orgzanization
- g. a laboratory

L h. an AFPRO

- i. AFCMD

o j. other

N 5. Please indicate your primary responsibility as a contracting officer.
N a. a warranted contracting officer

™~ b. a buyer

R c. staff duties not directly involved in obligating funds

d. other primary title (Please fill in.)




USAF Survey Control Number 87-78A
6. How many years experience do you have in contracting?

a. two or less

b. three or four

c. five or six

d. seven through nine
e. ten or more years years X

7. Against which appropriation is the majority of funding obligated?

. Research and Development (3600)
Aircraft (3010)

Missile (3020) :
Other procurement (3080)
Operations and Maintenance (3400)
Not directly involved in obligating funds :
Other or don't know

g Mo anom
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USAF Survey Control Number 87-733

Previous research has indicated the following were primary causes for hurried
spending late in the fiscal year. Please read questions 8 - 12 and then rank
order the causes listed.

PN b i

8. Late receipt of contingency funds no longer needed by other programs
should be ranked:

first

b. second
9 ¢. third
d. fourth

fifth

budget approval by the Congress should be ranked:

first

. b. second
! c. third
d. fourth

fifth

perceived need to obligate before funds expire should be rankad:

: first

" b. second

. ¢. third
d. fourth

fifth

N 11. The perceived need to nbligate all current funds and therebv prevent
budget cuts in the next year should be ranked:

first

3 b. second
; c. third .
p d. fourth ]

fifth

2. The complexity of DoD procurement, including the orgzanizational and
operating environment as well as the goods and services procured, should
ranked:

-
[¢7

first

b. second
c. third
i d. fourth
. e, fifth )

Do you feel that there is an impnrtant cause that has not heen mentioned?

a. Yes
b. No




USAF Survey Control Number 87-734

l4. If you answered ves to question 13, please identify the cause below.

15. Where should it be inserted in the ranking above? Please skip to gqueston
16 if you did not identify another cause.

a. First
b. Between first and second
c. Between second and third
d. Between third and fourth
e. Between fourth and fifth
f. Last

16. From the contracting officer's perspective, obligation of funds near the
end of the fiscal year is not a significant problem.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Strongly disagree

17. Contracting officers are familiar with policies which limit obligation of
funds near year-end.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Strongly disagree

13. Does your orzanization impose additional policy restrictions on
obligation of funds near year-end?

a. Yes
h., YNo
c. Don't know

19. Policies which require early obligation of funds are effective in
reducing the potential for waste.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Strongly disagree
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USAF Survey Control Number 37-734

20. Year-end spending policy restrictions also have the effect of restricting
the obligation of multiyear funds (e.g. 3010, 3020, 3080) which are not
expiring.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

¢. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Strongly disagree

21. Contracting officers are not pressured into obligating funds for
unncessary or questionable items near the end of the fiscal year.

a., Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Strongly disagree

22. Contracting officers are not pressured into acquiring low priority items
late in the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Strongly disagree

For the purpose of answering the following questions (23 - 28), waste should
be considered to be any unnecessary o: excessive expenditure of government
funds.

23. Administrative error is a signficant contributing factor in the potential
waste of government funds at the end of the fiscal year.

Strongly agree

Agree

Yeither agree or disagree
. Disagree

Strongly disagree

® A0 o

24, Lack of competition is a significant contributing factor in the potential
waste of government funds at the end of the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Strongly disagree

<1
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o USAF Surveyv Control Number 87-78a

25. Hurried negotiation is a siznificant contributing factor in the potential
waste of government funds at the end of the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Strongly disagree

26. Purchase of very low prioritv or unneeded items is a significant
contributing factor in the potential waste of government funds at the end of
the fiscal year.

. Strongly agree

. Agree

. Neither agree or disagree
. Disagree

. Strongly disagree

AN oW

, 27. Shortage of contracting officer/buyer manpower is a significant
contributing factor in the potential waste of government funds at the end of
the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree

e. Disagree strongly

LA W

: 28. Please identify any other important factor which increases the potential
; for waste.

29. It is the contracting officer's responsibility to make judgements
regarding the necessity of purchases or funds obligated.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
’ c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e, Strongly disagree

30. How much does your workload increase in the third quarter (April - June)
as a result of policies which require early obligation o1 funds?

a. It does not increas~

b. Only a small amount

¢. A significant but manageable amount
d. Enoush to cause workload problems
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N 31. How much does your workload increase in the fourth quarter (Julv -
September) timeframe?
N a. It does not increase
Eee b. Only a small amount
) . . .
~ c. A significant but manageable amount
N d. Enough to cause workload problems
" 32. Use of expired unobligated funds for purchase of lower priority items
w after the end of the fiscal year would be beneficial.
. a. Strongly agree
v b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
o e. Strongly disagree
- 33. If you were guaranteed that you (or the Program/Fund YManager) would
N receive funding at least equal to the portion returned unused in this fiscal
v year, what percentage of the yearly budget could be returned?
' a. None or a very small amount
X b. Less that two percent
- c. Two to five percent
- d. Six to ten percent
e. Greater than ten percent
-, f. Don't know
(' . . I3 .
. 34, Proposed two-year budgets which "lock-in'" the following vears budget at
. the Congressional level would:
-
a. Provide better budget information and reduce the need to oblizate all
. current year funds since there is no reason to "protect" a budger.
" b. Provide better budget information but have little impact since
- Hq USAF has the ability to reallocate funds between programs in the
- same appropriation.
- c. Don't know.
; 35. Training of contracting officers r=lative to vear-end spending prohlemz
- and issues is adequate,.
" a. Strongly agree
. b. Agree
~ c. Neither agree or disagree
> d. Disagree
() ™ .
K« e. Strongly disagree
N
Y
~
&
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b 36. Training of program/project officers or responsible fund managers with
respect to the contractual aspects of year-end spending is adequate.
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree
ﬂi 37. The most important area of additional training for program/project office
"0 personnel and funds managers is:
N a. Budget and financial
b. Contracting procedures and schedules
c. Legal restrictions
d. Familiarization with current policies restricting year-end obligation
of funds.
e. Other
) 38. The most important area of additional training for contracting office
‘ personnel is:
- a. Budget and financial
= b. Contracting procedures and schedules
- c. Legal restrictions
- d. Familiarization with current policies restricting year-end obligation
. of funds.
. e. Other
- 39. Please feel free to comment below on any issue relative to year-end
. spending which you feel deserves additional attention including any :
suggestions you may have relative to the need for revision of current policy.
Ml
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APPENDIX B:

SAS DATA

ANALYSTS PROGRAM

* OPTIONS LINESIZE=73;

g

ch

s
..-

PALNAANYS

.
IR .

EaN
-"\J‘\.r _‘( _- _./‘ ‘.r _..— o \-

i”-'

PROC FORMAT;

VALUE LQlA

VALUE LQ2A

VALUE LQ3A

VALUE LQ4A

YALUT LOSA

VALUE LQ6A

VALUE LQ7A

.="NO ANSWER'
0="'6534"'
1="6516"'
2="6596'
3="GS-1102"'
4="0THER' ;
='NO ANSWER'
0="2LT’
1="1LT'
2="CAPT"'
3="MAJ'

4="1LT COL'’
5="COL"';

="'NO ANSWER'
0="'GS-7'
1="GS-9'
2="'GS-11"'
3="GS-12'
4="GS/GM-13"
5='GS/GM-14"
6="GS/GM-15";
.="NO ANSWER'
0="HQ AFSC'

1="SPACE DIVISION'

2="ARMAMENT DIVISION'
3='ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS DIVISION'
4="AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DIVISION'
5="TEST ORGANIZATION'

6="LABORATORY"'
7="AFPRO'
3="HQ AFCMD'
9="(0THER';
="N0 ANSWER'

O="WARRANTED CONTRACTING OFFICER'

1="BUYER'

2="STAFF DUTIES'
3="OTHER TITLE';

='NO ANSWER'

0="TWO OR LESS'
1="THREE OR FOUR'
2="FIVE OR SIX'
3="SEVEN THRU NINE'
4="TEN OR MORE';

="NO ANSWER'
0="R&D'
1="AIRCRAFT'
2="MISSILE'

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘




VALUE

VALUE

VALUE
VALUE

VALUE

VALUE

VALUE

VALUE

VALUE

LQ8A

LQ13A

LQL4A
LQL5A

LQ16A

LQ18A

LQ19A

LQ304A

LQ324

3="OTHER (3080)'

4="08M"

5="NOT TNVOLVED'

6="0THER OR UNKNOWN';

.='NO ANSWER'

O='FIRST'

1="'SECOND'

2="THIRD'

3="FOURTH'

4="FIFTH';

.="NO ANSWER'

O="'YES'

1="NO';

.='N/A";

="N/A'

O="FIRST'

1="BTWN FIRST & SECOND'
2="BTWN SECOND & THIRD'
3="'BTWN THIRD & FOURTH'
4="BTWN FOURTH & FIFTH'
5="LAST';

.="NO ANSWER'

O="STRONGLY AGREE'

1="AGREE'

2="NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE'
3="DISAGREE'

4="STRONGLY DISAGREE';

.="NO ANSWER'

O='YES'

1="NO'

2="UNKNOWN';

.="NO ANSWER'

0="STRONGLY AGREE'

1="AGREE'

2="NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE'
3="DI3AGREE’

4="STRONGLY DISAGREE':

.="NO ANSWER'

O="DOES NOT [NCRZASE'

1="ONLY A SMALL AMOUNT'
2="SIGNIFICANT BUT MANAGEABLE'’
3="CAUSES WORKLOAD PROBLEMS':
.="NO ANSWER’

O="STRONGLY AGREE'

1="AGREE'

2="NEITHER AGREE OR DTSAGREE'
3="DISAGREE'

4="STRONGLY DISAGREE';




VALUE LQ33A  .="NO ANSWER'
O="NONE/VERY SMALL '
1="< 2 PERCENT'
2='2 TO 5 PERCENT'
='6 TO 10 PERCENT'
4="> 10 PERCENT'
5="DO NOT KNOW';
VALUE LQ34A  .="NO ANSWER'
O="REDUCE THE NEED TO OBLIGATE'
1="LITTLE IMPACT'
2="DO NOT KNOW';
VALUE LQ35A  .="NO ANSWER'
0="STRONGLY AGREE'
1="AGREE'
2="NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE'
i 3="DISAGREE'
) 4="STRONGLY DISAGREE';
VALUE LQ37A  .='NO ANSWER'
O='BUDGET AND FINANCIAL'
1="CONTRACTING PROCEDURES AND SCHEDULES'
2="LEGAL RESTRICTIONS'

R I )

et

y 3="YEAR-END POLICY RESTRICTIONS'
- 4="QTHER';
- DATA INIT;

INFILE RETURNS;
INPUT CONTROL 1-83

) Ol 9 Q2 10Q3 11 Q4 120Q5 13
3 Q6 14 Q7 15 Q8 16 Q9 17 QlO 18
X Q11 19 Q12 20 QL3 21 Ql4 22 Q15 23
Ql6 24 QL7 25 018 26 Q19 27 Q20 28
Q21 29 Q22 30 Q23 31 Q24 32 Q25 33
S Q26 34 Q27 35 Q28 36 Q29 37 Q30 38
- 031 39 Q32 40 Q33 41 Q34 42 035 43
> (36 44 Q3T 43 Q38 4o;
- ATTRIB Q1 FORMAT= LOLA.  LABFL= "AFSC OR JOB SERIES'
02 FOMAT= Looh.  LaLELe TATLITARY 2ass
Q3 FORMAT= LQ3A.  LABEL= "CIVILIAN GRADE'
Q4 FORMAT= LQ4A.  LABEL= "ASSIGNED ORGANIZATION'
: Q5 FORMAT= LQSA.  LABEL= 'PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY'
06 FORMAT= LQ6A.  LABFL= 'YFARS CONTRACTING EXPERIENCE'
Q7 FORMAT= LQ7A.  LABEL= "MAJORITY FUND APPROPRIATION'
Q8 FORMAT= L48A.  LABEL= 'LATE RECEIPT OF CONTTNGENCY
FUNDS'
, Q9 FORMAT= LQ8A.  LABEL= 'LATE BUDGET APPROVAL BY
> CONGRESS'
- QLo FORMAT= LysA.  LAsUL= "80ED TO ORLIGATE AEFORE
: EXPIRATION'
Ll FORMAT= T03A.  LABEL= "NEED TO OBLIGATE TO PREVENT
) BUDGET ClTS'
; SIR FORMAT= Tous, TARFL= "COMPLESTTY OF Dob
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N PROCUREMENT'
N 013 FORMAT=LQ13A.  LABEL= "MORE IMPORTANT CAUSE OF
. SPENDING'
. QL4 FORMAT=LQ14A.  LABEL= 'OPEN QUESTION'
» QL5 FORMAT=LQ15A.  LABEL= "ADDITIONAL CAUSE SHOULD RANK'
. Q16 FORMAT=LQ16A.  LABEL= 'Y-E OBLIGATION NOT A PROBLEH'
M- Q17 FORMAT=LQ16A. LABEL= 'CO IS FAMILIAR WITH Y-E
b POLICY'
Q18 FORMAT=LQ18A.  LABEL= 'ORGANIZATION IMPOSES ADDED
LIMITS'
” Q19 FORMAT=LQIGA. LABEL= 'POLICY REDUCES POTENTIAL
’o WASTE'
‘it 020 FORMAT=L(Q19A.  LABEL= 'RESTRICTIONS LIMIT
o NON-EXPIRING FUNDS'
- (21 FORMAT=LQ19A.  LABEL= 'NOT PRESSURED FOR UNMECESSARY
ITEMS'
- )22 FORMAT=L(Q19A.  LABEL= '}OT PRESSURED FOR LOW
<. PRIORITY ITEMS'
s
L’ Q23 FORMAT=LQ19A.  LABEL= 'ADMIN ERROR IS A SIGNIFICANT
. FACTOR'
- 024 FORMAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'LACK OF COMPETITION
" SIGNIFICANT'
2 Q25 FORMAT=LQ19A.  LABEL= 'HURRIED NEGOTIATION
v SIGNIFICANT'
; ()20 FORMAT=LQ19A.  LABEL= 'PURCHASE OF VERY L»I
" SIGNIFICANT'
Q27 FORMAT=LQ19A.  LABEL= 'SHORTAGE OF MANPOWER
~ SIGNIFICANT'
N 028 FORMAT=L)19A.  LABEL= 'OTHER FACTORS - OPLJ
K. QUESTION'
5 029 FORMAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'CO RESPONSIBILITY TO JUDGE'
. Q30 FORMAT=LQ30A.  LABEL= 'THIRD QUARTER WORKLOAD
. INCREASE'
- 031 FORMAT=L)30A.  LABEL= "FOURTH QUARTER WORKLOAD
" INCREASE!
v ()32 PORIAT=1019A.  LABEL= "ENPIRED FUNDS FOR LI
. BENEFICIAL'
- 033 PORCAT=0AL LADELe TIOU CIUCH COUTD nE RETIRNED!
; 134 TORVAT=L055Y,  LA3FL= "TWO=YEAR BUDGETS WOULD:'
- 035 FOIIAT=10354.  LABEL= "TRALNING OF CO I35 ADLQUATLE'
- 036 FORMAT=L035A.  LABEL= "TRAINING OF PM IS ADEQUATE'
s 037 FORMAT=1)37A.  LABEL= "ADDITIONAL TRAINING FOR PM:'
Q38 FORMAT=1.)37A.  LABEL= '"ADDITIONAL TRAINING FOR CO:';
PROC PRINT;
) PROC FREQ;

TABLES _ALL_;
TABLES 045 ()1 02 03);
TABLES 0)6% (Ol);

TABLES 7% (12 0y




AS

}»
4
.
N
\
> TABLES Q8% (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
AN TABLES 9% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q10* (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 06 Q7);
. TARBLES Q11%* (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 (6 Q7);
o TABLES Q12* (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
< TABLES QL3* (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
- TABLES Q4% (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
e TABLES Q15% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q16* (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
n TABLES Q17* (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
- TABLES Q18* (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
oy TABLES G19% (Ql 02 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
2 TABLES Q20* (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
o TABLES Q21% (Q1 02 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q22% (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
7N TABLES Q23% (3l Q2 93 Q4 Q5 Qo O7);
.. TARLES Q24* (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 06 Q7);
2 TABLES 0Q25% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 46 Q7);
- TABLES Q26* (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 @6 Q7);
N TABLES Q27% (Q1 Q2 Q3 04 Q5 Q6 Q7);
] TABLES Q28% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
o TABLES 029% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
- TABLES Q30% (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
) TABLES Q31% (91 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
N TABLES Q32% (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
. TABLES Q33% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 (6 Q7);
- TABLES Q34%* (Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
D TABLES Q35% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 06 Q7);
o TABLES 036* (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
- TABLES Q37% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 (7);
- TABLES 038% (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
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‘? The purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of Air
Force Systems Command contracting officers relative to year-end spending
practices, current policies, and changes needed in order to minimize
waste and/or the perception of waste given that year-end spending is not
necessarily wasteful.

Four research questions were addressed. These were: (1) Do
contracting officials agree with the causes of year-end spending
. identified in previous research and which of these is considered to be
) the most significant factor? (2) Do policies which implement earlier
(e.g., third quarter of the fiscal year) deadlines decrease the

- potential for waste? (3) Are there other methods or policies which

ﬁj would provide better incentives for managers and contracting officials
v to minimize the unnecessary use of available government funds?

}f (4) Would additional training of Air Force fund managers and

- contracting officers be beneficial in reducing the possibility of waste,
3 and, if so, what areas should that training cover?

o In general, most contracting officers did agree with the causes

:f previously identified and considered the need to obligate before

o expiration of funds as the most significant. Additional causes,

W including the complexity of the procurement environment, followed

e closely in the order of importance. Over 50 percent of those responding

" indicated that current policies do not reduce the potential waste. The
. "typical" Air Force Systems Command contracting officer also feels that
o there is some pressure to obligate funds for low prioity items. The

g most significant cause of waste was the requirement to hurry
- negotiations before the end of the fiscal year.
With respect to potential policy improvements and additional

- training, most felt that additional incentives are necessary to minimize
.. the use of funds and that additional training would be beneficial. For
- program managers this training should emphasize contracting procedures
'2 and schedules. Contracting officers desired additional training in the
- financial area and better knowledge of current year-end policies.
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